CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 


Held on Wednesday, 5 May 1993, at 5:30 p.m. in Room GM 407-1, SGW Campus 


Attendance 


Present: Mr. C.I. Taylor, Acting-Chairman, Dr. M. Brian, Dr. R.M.H. Cheng, Ms. M. 
Donaldson, Prof. G. Gross, Dr. H. Habib, Mr. N. Kaminaris, Dr. P. Kenniff, 
Rector, Sister E. Mcllwaine, Ph.D., Mr. D.W. McNaughton, Ms. S. O'Connell, Dr. 
R.H. Pallen, Dr. P. Pitsiladis, Mr. R. Renaud, Ms. M. Roland, Mr. J.H. Smith, Ms. 
S. Woods 


Officers of the University 


Dr. C.L. Bertrand, Dr. M. Cohen, Me B. Gaudet, Dr. Sheinin 


Absent: Mr. R.K. Groome, Chairman, Mr. B. Aune, Mr. A. Benedetti, Ms. L. Brodrick, 
Mr. D. D'Alessandro, Mr. J.N. Economides, Dr. L. Ellen, Mr. H. Fanas, Me P.A. 
Gervais, Mr. P. Howlett, Mr. P. Ivanier, Mr. F. Knowles, Mr. R. Laughlin, Mr. R. 
Lawless, Me G. Lengvari, Ms. C. Nero, Mr. H. Santos, Mr. W.W. Stinson, Mr. R. 
Synning, Me M. Vennat, Mr. G. Vézina 


Guests: Dr. J. Chaikelson, Dr. Peluso, Mr. Makkonen, Mr. K. Whittingham 


DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED AND ATTACHED TO THESE MINUTES 


1. 


Ds 


Comparative Table of recommendations regarding search committees 


The Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Revision of the Composition, Rules and 
Procedures of Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search Committees 


The Senate Ad Hoc Committee Report on the Selection of Senior Administrators 


Response of the Con cordia University Faculty Association (CUFA) to the Report of the Ad 
Hoc Committee 


Recommendations of the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council 
Recommendations of the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council 


Recommendations of the CCSL Sub-Committee on the Report of the Ad Hoc 
Committee 


(For brevity, the Ad hoc Committee on the Revision of the Composition, Rules and Procedures 
of Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search Committees is usually identified simply as the 
Ad hoc Committee.) 


Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 5:38 p.m. In the absence of the Chairman, Mr. Groome, 
the meeting was chaired by Mr. Claude Taylor. 


Chairman's remarks 


In his introductory remarks, Mr. Taylor noted that this was a special meeting of the Board of 
Governors, which had been convened for the sole purpose of discussing the Report of the 
Board's Ad hoc Committee on the Revision of the Composition, Rules and Procedures for 
Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search Committees, which was tabled at the Board in 
December 1992. Therefore, there are no Minutes to be approved, nor is there any formal 
agenda, or, rather, the foregoing is the only item on the agenda. Mr. Taylor pointed out that 
the Report would be discussed in Committee of the Whole, which meant that no motion 
would be entertained and no votes would be taken; the only purpose of the meeting was 
discussion. It was hoped, said Mr. Taylor, that the Governors would express their reactions 
and views on the substance that is, on principles, of the Report, rather than discuss process 
and procedure. 


Committee of the whole 


A member of the Ad hoc Committee summarized its work, noting that there was difficulty in 
reaching a consensus on some of the most controversial issues. As he had indicated at Senate, 
many of the Committee's recommendations were the result of a compromise between 
reasonable people whose only motivation was the best interest of the University. He identified 
some of the major issues addressed by the Committee: confidentiality, composition and size 
of the committees, the role of the evaluation process, "openness" of the search process, 
election procedures, proactive ways of seeking out more women as candidates, and the 
conflict resolution mechanism. He also pointed out that Committee members were perfectly 
aware that some of their recommendations were controversial, and did not expect a favourable 
consensus among the University community. We all knew, he said, that there was room for 
improvement, and our only concern is that the best possible set of rules and procedures be 
adopted in the end. 


A Governor noted that while the Board members could express their views, only the Ad hoc 
Committee itself had a full knowledge of the overall context; he suggested the Board might 
identify areas where it thinks there is room for improvement, and leave it to the Ad hoc 
Committee to sort out the various comments and incorporate them into a revised Report. 


A speaker suggested that, by looking carefully at the comparative chart of recommendations, 
one could outline the differences and the similarities between the Ad hoc Committee's report 
and Senate's and other bodies' recommendations (he himself had done the exercise). Two 
Governors proposed that the evening's discussion could serve as a starting point, and that the 
Ad hoc Committee be revived to review the recommendations, with the perspective of 
submitting a firm, final proposal to the Board. However, this suggestion was not agreed to in 
further discussion. 


A faculty member said he agreed with the suggestion that the Board identify areas of clear 
consensus, as well as differences among the various sets of recommendations. Mr. Taylor 
advised that this was fine as a general objective, as long as the Board did not try to resolve 
these differences during this meeting. 


Some discussion ensued over who ought to be responsible for compiling and evaluating this 
information. Mr. Taylor directed the Board to concentrate its attention on the substantive 
issues in the Report, as had been agreed at the outset of the meeting. He proposed using the 
comparative table as a guide, discussing the recommendations by the categories specified on 
page 1 of the table. This suggestion was agreed to. 


General Principles (recommendations 1, 2, 3) 


Dr. Sheinin said she agreed with recommendations 1, 2, 3, but preferred the wording used by 
Senate. 


It was pointed out that CUFA was against the idea of retaining an evaluation after an 
incumbent's first term, and was recommending that all positions be searched. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that he agreed with the current list of positions being searched, but with the 
proviso that the Board may add to this list from time to time. 


Composition of the Committee (recommendations 4 to 8 inclusive) 


A Governor said it was unfortunate that the Ad hoc Committee had chosen to standardize the 
composition of committees to a single format. He expressed the view that committee structure 
should be more flexible; the actual membership should be allowed to vary by committee, as 
advocated by CUFA. As the Ad hoc Committee's recommendations now stand, it is possible 
that members from a particular Faculty may not be represented - a consequence that was 
probably unintended. Regarding the size of committees, he said that, while he understood the 
desirability of reducing the number of members, this consideration should be secondary to a 
committee's perceived legitimacy. He gave this example: a dean who enjoys wide support in 
his/her constituency will probably be effective in achieving collegiality. 


With regard to the recommendation that committee size be reduced to nine members, the 
Rector advised that there was no magic in any particular number. Criticisms were expressed 
against the large size of the current committees, allegedly unwieldy because of their numbers. 
On the other hand, there were also disadvantages in having too small a number as well. The 
whole problem was to strike the right balance between two extremes, he said. 


Noting that there had been negative comments (by CCSL and CUFA) about the Ad hoc 
Committee's recommendation that advisory search committee members act as individuals, not 
as representatives of any particular group, Dr. Kenniff further advised that the word 
"representation" seemed to be misleading. In his view, the recommendation was simply that 
individuals who are elected to sit on a search committee should approach their mandate with 
an open mind, not with a mandate from a group to act in a particular way. (The question 
might be clarified by revising the wording of the recommendation.) The Rector added that 
there was no need for a rule on the chairing of concurrent committees (recommendation #8), 
as it should be a matter of plain common sense. 


A faculty member said the crucial point in having representatives of various constituencies on 
a search committee is the wisdom they bring to the search process. In his view, reducing the 
size of committees from 14 to 9 would not make a big difference with respect to efficiency, 
but was likely to diminish the collective wisdom and expertise of the committee. He further 
argued that the composition of search committees should reflect a diversity of perspectives 
and points of view if we want the University to "buy into the choice" of a selected candidate, 
or, in his words, to "assume ownership" over a candidate. 


With respect to recommendation #6 as to who should chair an advisory selection committee, 
one speaker said he perceived a troubling conflict of interest in the notion that the senior 
administrator to whom the position reports should chair the search committee. He said he was 
inclined to agree with CUFA's recommendation that committee members be allowed to select 
their own Chair. Dr. Sheinin said she disagreed; in her view, such committees should be 
chaired by the senior administrator to whom the position reports, as recommended by the Ad 
hoc Committee. Dr. Bertrand supported Dr. Sheinin's view, using his personal experience as 
an example. 


Profile of the ideal candidate (recommendations 9 to 12 inclusive) 


One speaker disagreed with recommendation #9 of the Ad hoc Committee, namely that the 
University's senior administration be responsible for preparing the profile of the ideal 
candidate, but agreed with Senate's recommendation that the academic sector should be central 
in developing candidate profiles. He emphasized the role to be played by Faculty and School 
Councils, Senate, and ultimately, the Board, according to Senate's proposal. He concluded that 
this was an issue which should be re-examined. 


Another Governor stated that, while he preferred the general thrust of Senate's 
recommendation, he was not in total accord with the concept of academic units developing 
their own profiles "in a vacuum", without taking the strategic goals of the University into 
account. He explained his view that while there are University-wide concerns that the senior 
administration is in a better position to appreciate, he felt that input and final approval should 
be at the academic level. The problem remained to develop a mechanism to mesh the various 
inputs and incorporate them into the profile. 


Also commenting on recommendation #9 of the Ad hoc Committee, a third speaker said that 
input from the Faculties should not be informal or casual: faculty input must be solicited 
formally and included as an integral part of profile development. The Governor advised that 
the Board take into account that "a faculty member is not a generic animal". He said the 
expectations of faculty members are deep-rooted in the University culture and the particular 
culture of a discipline or Faculty and a faculty member develops a sense of his or her own 
Faculty. 


Relying on her own experience, both at Concordia and at the University of Toronto, Dr. 
Sheinin stated that whatever mechanism is retained for developing the profiles, it is essential to 
link the development of profiles with the process of strategic academic planning. Only then 
can we move a Faculty forward, she said. Dr. Sheinin urged the Board to take Senate's 
recommendation seriously into account. 


The Rector advised that the Ad hoc Committee's report may have been misleading when 
talking about "the senior administration". Whenever a large body is requested to generate a 
text, it will ask for input. Dr. Kenniff said he was comfortable with the idea that various 
interested groups and individuals within the University be asked to respond, review and revise. 
We must not lose sight, be it at the decanal level or the Office of the Rector level, that relevant 
input involves not only the internal University community but also the external community. 
The only body that ensures the interface between the two, hence the only body which is able to 
provide that kind of contribution, is the senior administration. The Rector said he would 
hesitate to support a formula that would confine the development of profiles to internal bodies. 


Gender (recommendations 14 to 16 inclusive) 


Comments were very brief, one speaker having spoken to the issue earlier, when he noted that 
no concrete measures had been proposed to ensure the adequate representation of women on 
advisory selection committees. Dr. Sheinin commended the Ad hoc Committee for its 
recommendations in favour of gender equity. 


Elections (recommendations 17 to 21 inclusive) 
A faculty member said he was in favour of the Ad hoc Committee's recommendations. 


Another speaker recommended development of conflict of interest guidelines for elections, 
which he said were especially important with respect to eligibility rules, which are referred to 
in recommendation #21. 


Confidentiality (recommendations 22, 23, 24) 


The first speaker on this question asserted that the Ad hoc Committee's proposal had merit. 
With respect to recommendation #23, he suggested that the undertaking of confidentiality be 
written into the Minutes of committee meetings to be approved unanimously by committee 
members, which should satisfy the requirements of all bodies. 


Another expressed concern about recommendation #24 (in case of a breach of confidentiality), 
asking by what process would a committee member be excluded. He asked how the Board 
proposed to prove an intent to breach confidentiality, and how to ensure that due process 
would be followed. He noted the suggestion made by the Engineering and Computer Science 
Faculty Council (see page 8 of the comparative table) that, in order to ensure due process, a 
complaint be made under the Code of Conduct (Non-Academic). 


Dr. Kenniff agreed that there should be a guarantee that due process will be observed before a 
committee member is excluded. However, he pointed out, the solution recommended by the 
Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council was somewhat impractical; to process a 
complaint under the Code of Conduct (NonAcademic) could take months, while the search 
committee would be obliged to function with the suspected member(s) still there. 


Dr. Sheinin commented that when there is a problem of confidentiality, it often lies in 
ambiguity about whether a person is expected to serve his or her constituency or the 
committee. She urged the Board to define specifically what is expected from committee 
members in terms of confidentiality and ensure that members have a clear understanding of 
their obligations. She expressed the view that a big problem with the report is its failure to 
identify what is meant by "representation" on a committee. Her personal opinion was that 
search committee members should not sit as individuals. 


Quoting, with approval, from the comments made by the Engineering and Computer Science 
Faculty Council, a speaker proposed that the Chair of an advisory search committee should be 
asked to report to the Board on a regular basis about progress made in the committee's 
deliberations. 


Referring to a comment made by Dr. June Chaikelson, president of CUFA, that if we could 
have real openness, there would be no need for confidentiality, a Governor said he would agree 
if all the University members shared a common definition of "integrity" and "ethical" 
behaviour. Unfortunately, he said, it is very difficult to set the boundaries of confidentiality. 


An external Board member advised that when people are elected members of a search 
committee, these individuals are called upon to exercise their own best judgement in all 
matters, including confidentiality. In cases where confidentiality has been breached, there must 
be some kind of recourse; it must be possible to go to the higher body (which established the 
committee) to seek resolution of the problem. 


Internal Procedures (recommendations 25, 26, 27) 


With respect to irregularities or improprieties that might arise in the proceedings, a Governor 
noted that recommendation #25 ensures that if an irregularity is perceived, a committee 
member could report it, while nothing provides for the Chair of the committee to seek the 
intervention of the Chairman of the Board. He added that recommendation #25 assumes a 
problem arising with the conduct of a committee member, but it was also possible that a 
problem might originate with the committee Chair; both eventualities should be foreseen. In 
other respects, he found the suggested mechanism quite adequate. 


Dr. Kenniff said that if such a procedure were to be retained, the text of recommendation #25 
would have to be more detailed as to how to deal with a formal complaint. 


The Ad hoc Committee's recommendation about preparing and distributing a Guide Book was 
well-received and found to be a very wise idea. 


Short List of Candidates (recommendations 28 to 31 inclusive) 


Speaking from experience, having chaired an Advisory Search Committee for the position of 
Rector, a Governor said he was wary about disclosing the names of the finalists, in an open 
process. 


Another speaker shared that concern, noting it was quite possible that a top-notch candidate 
would insist on confidentiality as to his/her identity, as a condition for being a candidate. He 
said he had problems with all four recommendations on page 11. 


One Governor volunteered the view that, while confidentiality is important at the beginning of 
the process, once you have a short list, the community in which the incumbent will perform 
his/her duties should be allowed to meet with the candidates openly and freely. However, he 
said, if we decide to open the process, we have a responsibility towards the potential 
candidates to let them know what to expect. 


A Governor with relevant experience in the private sector cautioned that, if we publish the 
short list, we would likely lose 50% of our candidates. 


Taking exception with recommendation #29, Dr. Sheinin advised the Board to identify the real 
purpose of consultation, for example, to introduce the candidates, or to assess them. Is the 
Board prepared to let the community participate in assessment of candidates, she asked, and if 
so, on what basis. Dr. Sheinin pleaded that more thought be given to these recommendations. 


The Rector said he thought it was a sound idea to get input from the community, as it could 
improve the quality of the decision. He expressed concern, however, over the "fuzziness" of 
the process; he asked, should we be sending ballots to faculty members? How should their 
opinions be polled? How could we ensure that free interaction between candidates and the 
community, as advocated by Senate, does not turn into a popularity contest? Dr. Kenniff 
provided a brief review of search procedures used in other Quebec universities, which ranged 


from voting by secret ballot (in the final stage) to holding public hearings; he said he had 
serious reservations about many of them. The Rector further advised that while we should not 
be "publicising" candidates on the short list, it was something quite different to suggest some 
interaction with the candidates; it must be clear in our minds what exactly we want to achieve. 
Hence, he agreed that this group of recommendations required further reflection. 


Two additional speakers said they agreed that the proposal requires further reflection and 
needs to be fleshed out. 

In response to a concern raised about recommendation #31 (the obligation to inform the Rector 
and ask for his input before publicising a short list), Dr. Kenniff advised that any input 
requested from the Rector would be given on the basis of judgment exercised in good faith. 


Dr. Bertrand related his experience as Chair of the Advisory Search Committee for the 
Director of University Libraries. Upon permission, granted by the Board, he had arranged for a 
small group of librarians to meet with Dr. Roy Bonin. At the end of the process, he asked for 
written submissions and got eight responses. He said the experience had been a very positive 
one; perhaps what had been done once, on an ad hoc basis, could be incorporated as part of the 
process. 


A faculty member said he would have liked to "educate" the Board members about the 
openness of procedures used in some Canadian universities. What the Ad hoc Committee 


recommended, he said, was really something quite conservative. 


Reasoned Report (recommendations 32 to 35 inclusive) 


The comments of the first speaker related to recommendation #33, concerning the ranking of 
candidates. Emphasizing the importance of periodic appraisals of academic units, which he 
viewed as an extremely positive development within the University and a crucial condition for 
improving the quality of academic life at Concordia, the speaker drew attention to the link 
between the appraisal process and strategic academic planning. A reasoned report should 
justify the ranking of candidates in relation to the profile, and the profile itself should be 
related to strategic academic planning, he said. His observation of the critical "interconnection" 
among these elements supported Dr. Sheinin's comments regarding profile development. 


One Governor opposed the ranking of candidates. In his view, the search committee should 
bring only one recommendation to the Board, that is, it should recommend a single candidate. 
The Board should not have to choose between candidates - a decision which is the 
responsibility of the search committee. Moreover, the speaker observed, the Report did not 
provide for the possibility of minority opinions. 


Dr. Kenniff expressed sympathy with the opponents of ranking, but said he also found merit in 
the recommendation that a committee's reasoned report should link its rationale to the 
University's strategic academic plan. He noted that, in submitting its report to the Board, there 
is a tendency to summarize the individual's accomplishments, frequently to use a c.v., even 
though a c.v. by itself does not enlighten the Board. A reasoned report, said Dr. Kenniff, 
should bring in elements which enable the Board to understand why or how this particular 
individual could further the University's goals and objectives. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


Recommendation to the Board (recommendations 36, 37, 38) 


The only comments were made by Dr. Sheinin. She said she disagreed with recommendation 
#36, and believed it advisable to inform a successful candidate. She stated, also, that she was 
equally opposed to recommendations 37 and 38. 


Conflict resolution mechanism (recommendations 39 and 40) 


A Governor noted that no mention was made in the recommendations about possible 
inadequacies in the interviews with the candidates. She advised that candidates who might 
have been ill-treated by the selection committee should be enabled to make the fact known. 
She suggested that such information might serve to improve the process. 


There was no specific comment on either of the two proposed conflict resolution mechanisms, 
the one proposed by the Board's Ad hoc Committee or the counterproposal made by the Senate 
committee. 


Process 


Mr. Taylor reminded the Board members that the Ad hoc Committee of the Board no longer 
existed; it had ceased its activities once its Report was tabled at the Board, in December 1992. 
Another mechanism would have to be found. Mr. Taylor said he believed the Executive 
Committee of the Board was the appropriate body to decide how the task should be handled, 
keeping in mind that this last stage should be seen as an opportunity to refine and improve the 
recommendations made by the Ad hoc Committee. 


It was suggested that a mandate should be given to a joint committee of the Board and Senate - 
or, at least, the Executive Committee should consider this possibility. Reactions to the idea of a 
joint committee were generally negative, and the suggestion was turned down. 


The discussion then focused on the approach to be taken. The Board questioned whether the 
report could be adopted "piecemeal", or if the aim should be to adopting a revised, 
comprehensive report? The general consensus was that the "piecemeal" approach was not 
advisable. One suggestion was to differentiate between a "fast track" and a "slow track"; in 
areas of consensus, we could proceed more swiftly and incorporate the changes which do not 
pose a problem, while other elements on which no consensus was achieved would require a 
more in-depth analysis. This, the speaker reasoned, could enable searches which will be 
initiated this year to benefit from the progress already made. 


The Vice-Rector, Academic urged the Board to include Senate, at a minimum, by including 
one member of the Senate ad hoc committee, in the approval mechanism that will eventually 
be chosen. 


Dr. Kenniff said that very valuable comments had been made tonight. He also emphasized the 
extraordinary contributions made by various groups in the community: Faculty and School 
Councils, Senate, CUFA, CCSL. The quality of tonight's debate had been greatly helped by 
those contributions. He alluded to the political dimension of this whole issue of the revision 
of rules and procedures. Some of the most controversial recommendations in the report 
involve policy issues which will need to be very carefully examined, concluded Dr. Kenniff. 


Concerning the committee or task force which will be assigned the difficult task of 
integrating the various recommendations, the Rector said it should be a small group, not a 


committee of ten people ("Committees don't write documents; people do"). This committee 
or task force could seek input from a small number of sources, for example, from the Senate 
Ad hoc committee. 


Reverting to the more general question as to who should decide how the matter should be 
handled from now on, the consensus was that this mandate should be given to the Executive 


Committee of the Board. 


In concluding the meeting, Mr. Taylor said he thought the discussion had been positive and 
productive, and thanked everyone present for their participation. 


This special meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m. 


Me Bérengére Gaudet 
Secretary of the Board of Governors 


